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STATE OF NEW YORK – BOARD OF PAROLE 

APPEALS UNIT FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATION 

Name: Croshier, Christopher DIN: 95-A-7653  

Facility: Fishkill CF AC No.:  09-135-21 B 

    

Findings: (Page 1 of 5) 

 

   Appellant challenges the September 2021 determination of the Board, denying release and 

imposing a 24-month hold. Appellant is incarcerated for two separate crimes. In the first, while 

drunk and stoned,  he fired 18 shots randomly into a crowd, killing one person and seriously 

injuring a second. And in the second crime, while confined in State prison, he stabbed another 

inmate several times in the face with a pen, causing puncture wounds. Appellant raises the 

following issues: 1) the decision is arbitrary and capricious, and irrational bordering on 

impropriety, in that the Board failed to consider and/or properly weigh the required statutory 

factors. 2) the decision failed to list any facts in support of the statutory standard cited. 3) the 

decision lacked details. 4) the Commissioner conducting the interview was biased. 5) the decision 

was predetermined. 6) the decision violated the due process clause of the constitution. 7) the 

decision failed to explain how the Board weighed the statutory factors. 8) no aggravating factors 

exist. 9) the decision failed to provide any future guidance. 10) the Commissioner inserted 

unwarranted personal opinions into her questions that misunderstood what took place. 11) the 

reasons the Board gave for departing from the COMPAS are insufficient, and the prior Board 

denial relied upon the COMPAS.  

 

   Executive Law § 259-i(2)(c)(A) requires the Board to consider factors relevant to the specific 

incarcerated individual, including, but not limited to, the individual’s institutional record and 

criminal behavior. People ex rel. Herbert v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 97 A.D.2d 128, 468 

N.Y.S.2d 881 (1st Dept. 1983). While consideration of these factors is mandatory, “the ultimate 

decision to parole a prisoner is discretionary.” Matter of Silmon v. Travis, 95 N.Y.2d 470, 477, 718 

N.Y.S.2d 704, 708 (2000).  Thus, it is well settled that the weight to be accorded the requisite factors 

is solely within the Board’s discretion. See, e.g., Matter of Delacruz v. Annucci, 122 A.D.3d 1413, 

997 N.Y.S.2d 872 (4th Dept. 2014); Matter of Hamilton, 119 A.D.3d at 1271, 990 N.Y.S.2d at 

717; Matter of Garcia v. New York State Div. of Parole, 239 A.D.2d 235, 239, 657 N.Y.S.2d 415, 

418 (1st Dept. 1997). The Board need not explicitly refer to each factor in its decision, nor give them 

equal weight. Matter of Schendel v. Stanford, 185 A.D.3d 1365, 1366, 126 N.Y.S.3d 428, 429 (3rd 

Dept. 2020); Matter of Campbell v. Stanford, 173 A.D.3d 1012, 1015, 105 N.Y.S.3d 461 (2d Dept. 

2019); Matter of Phillips v. Dennison, 41 A.D.3d 17, 21, 834 N.Y.S.2d 121, 124 (1st Dept. 2007). 

 

   The serious nature of the incarcerated individual’s original offense, together with his conviction 

for a new crime while serving the sentence, are a proper basis for denying parole.  See Matter of 

Singh v. Evans, 118 A.D.3d 1209, 987 N.Y.S.2d 271 (3d Dept. 2014); Matter of Klein v. New 

York State Div. of Parole, 202 A.D.2d 319, 319–20, 609 N.Y.S.2d 208, 208 (1st Dept. 1994); see 

also Matter of Perez v. New York State Div. of Parole, 294 A.D.2d 726, 741 N.Y.S.2d 753 (3d 

Dept. 2002) (declining to disturb denial due to serious and violent nature of crime, as well as 

criminal activity prior to and during incarceration). 
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         The denial of parole release primarily because of the severity of the crime is appropriate. 

Copeland v New York State Board of Parole, 154 A.D.3d 1157, 63 N.Y.S.3d 548 (3d Dept. 2017);    

Jones v New York State Department of Corrections and Community Supervision, 151 A.D.3d 1622, 

57 N.Y.S.3d 265 (4th Dept. 2017); De la Cruz v Annucci, 122 A.D.3d 1413, 997 N.Y.S.2d 872 (4th 

Dept. 2014); Matter of Morales v. Travis, 260 A.D.2d 710, 687 N.Y.S.2d 495 (3d  Dept. 1999). 

Matter of Walker v. Travis, 252 A.D.2d 360, 676 N.Y.S.2d 52 (1st Dept 1998); Pacheco v Pataki, 

2010 WL 3155810 (N.D.N.Y. 2010); James v New York State Board of Parole, 136 A.D.3d 1089, 25 

N.Y.S.3d 391 (3rd Dept. 2016); Kenefick v Sticht, 139 A.D.3d 1380, 31 N.Y.S.3d 367 (4th Dept. 

2016); Arena v New York State Department of Corrections and Community Supervision, 156 A.D.3d 

1101, 65 N.Y.S.3d 471 (3d Dept. 2017); Robinson v New York State Board of Parole, 162 A.D.3d 

1450, 81 N.Y.S.3d 235 (3d Dept. 2018); Beodeker v Stanford, 164 A.D.3d 1555, 82 N.Y.S.3d 669 

(3d Dept. 2018). 

 

   The Board may acknowledge the senseless and violent nature of the crime. Sanchez v Dennison, 

21 A.D.3d 1249, 801 N.Y.S.2d 423 (3d Dept. 2005); Dorman v New York State Board of Parole, 

30 A.D.3d 880, 816 N.Y.S.2d 765  (3d Dept. 2006). 

    The Board may consider the inmates involvement with weapons. Dean v New York State 

Division of Parole,  21 A.D.3d 1207, 801 N.Y.S.2d 92 (3d Dept. 2005). 

   The risk in the crime of hurting innocent bystanders may also be considered.  Saunders v Travis, 

238 A.D.2d 688, 656 N.Y.S.2d 404, 405 (3d Dept 1997), leave to appeal denied 90 N.Y.2d 805, 661 

N.Y.S.2d 831 (1997).  

   The fact that the Board afforded greater weight to the incarcerated individual’s criminal history, 

as opposed to other positive factors, does not render the denial of parole for that reason irrational or 

improper.  Matter of Davis v. Evans, 105 A.D.3d 1305, 963 N.Y.S.2d 485 (3d Dept. 2013); Matter 

of Lashway v. Evans, 110 A.D.3d 1417, 1418, 974 N.Y.S.2d 164, 165 (3d Dept. 2013); Matter of 

McKee v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 157 A.D.2d 944, 550 N.Y.S.2d 204 (3d Dept. 1990).   

   The Board may consider the sentencing court’s recommendation to deny parole. Matter of 

Rodriguez v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 168 A.D.3d 1342, 92 N.Y.S.3d 482 (3d Dept. 2019) 

(Board properly considered sentencing minutes which included court’s recommendation against 

parole); Matter of Copeland v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 154 A.D.3d 1157, 63 N.Y.S.3d 548 

(3d Dept. 2017) (same); Matter of Porter v. Alexander, 63 A.D.3d 945, 881 N.Y.S.2d 157 (2d Dept. 

2009); Matter of Delman v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 93 A.D.2d 888, 461 N.Y.S.2d 406, 407 

(2d Dept. 1983).    

   “[T]here is a strong rehabilitative component in the statute that may be given effect by 

considering insight.”  Matter of Silmon v. Travis, 95 N.Y.2d 470, 478, 718 N.Y.S.2d 704 (2000).  



STATE OF NEW YORK – BOARD OF PAROLE 

APPEALS UNIT FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATION 

Name: Croshier, Christopher DIN: 95-A-7653  

Facility: Fishkill CF AC No.:  09-135-21 B 

    

Findings: (Page 3 of 5) 

 

   The Board provided its statutory rationale for denying parole. Matter of Murray v. Evans, 83 

A.D.3d 1320, 920 N.Y.S.2d 745 (3d Dept. 2011) (Board provided adequate statutory rationale). 

That the Board “did not recite the precise statutory language of Executive Law § 259-i (2)(c)(A) 

in support of its conclusion to deny parole does not undermine its conclusion.”  Matter of Mullins 

v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 136 A.D.3d 1141, 1142, 25 N.Y.S.3d 698 (3d Dept. 2016) 

(citation omitted); accord Matter of Reed v. Evans, 94 A.D.3d 1323, 942 N.Y.S.2d 387 (3d Dept. 

2012).  The language used by the Board was “only semantically different” from the statute.  Matter 

of Miller v. New York State Div. of Parole, 72 A.D.3d 690, 691–92, 897 N.Y.S.2d 726, 727 (2d 

Dept. 2010); Matter of James v. Chairman of New York State Div. of Parole, 19 A.D.3d 857, 858, 

796 N.Y.S.2d 735, 736 (3d Dept. 2005); see also People ex rel. Herbert v. New York State Bd. of 

Parole, 97 A.D.2d 128, 468 N.Y.S.2d 881 (1st Dept. 1983) (upholding decision that denied release 

as “contrary to the best interest of the community”).   

   The Board’s decision satisfied the criteria set out in Executive Law § 259-i(2)(a), as it was 

sufficiently detailed to inform the incarcerated individual of the reasons for the denial of parole.  

Matter of Applegate v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 164 A.D.3d 996, 997, 82 N.Y.S.3d 240 (3d 

Dept. 2018); Matter of Kozlowski v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 108 A.D.3d 435, 968 N.Y.S.2d 

87 (1st Dept. 2013); Matter of Little v. Travis, 15 A.D.3d 698, 788 N.Y.S.2d 628 (3d Dept. 2005); 

Matter of Davis v. Travis, 292 A.D.2d 742, 739 N.Y.S.2d 300 (3d Dept. 2002); People ex rel. 

Herbert v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 97 A.D.2d 128, 468 N.Y.S.2d 881 (1st Dept. 1983).   

   As for Appellant’s complaint about lack of future guidance, the Board is not required to state 

what an incarcerated individual should do to improve his chances for parole in the future.  Matter 

of Francis v. New York State Div. of Parole, 89 A.D.3d 1312, 934 N.Y.S.2d 514 (3d Dept. 2011); 

Matter of Freeman v. New York State Div. of Parole, 21 A.D.3d 1174, 800 N.Y.S.2d 797 (3d Dept. 

2005); Matter of Partee v. Evans, 40 Misc.3d 896, 969 N.Y.S.2d 733 (Sup. Ct. Albany Co. 2013), 

aff’d, 117 A.D.3d 1258, 984 N.Y.S.2d 894 (3d Dept. 2014), lv. denied, 24 N.Y.3d 901, 995 

N.Y.S.2d 710 (2014).   

   An incarcerated individual has no Constitutional right to be conditionally released on parole 

before expiration of a valid sentence.  Greenholtz v. Inmates of Nebraska Penal & Correctional 

Complex, 442 U.S. 1, 99 S. Ct. 2100, 2104 (1979); Matter of Russo v. Bd. of Parole, 50 N.Y.2d 

69, 427 N.Y.S.2d 982 (1980); Matter of Vineski v. Travis, 244 A.D.2d 737, 664 N.Y.S.2d 391 (3d 

Dept. 1997).  The New York State parole scheme “holds out no more than a possibility of parole” 

and thus does not create a protected liberty interest implicating the due process clause.  Matter of 

Russo, 50 N.Y.2d at 75-76, 427 N.Y.S.2d at 985; see also Barna v. Travis, 239 F.3d 169, 171 (2d 

Cir. 2001); Matter of Freeman v. New York State Div. of Parole, 21 A.D.3d 1174, 800 N.Y.S.2d 

797 (3d Dept. 2005). 
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   There must be support in the record to prove an alleged bias and proof that the decision flowed 

from such bias.  Matter of Hernandez v. McSherry, 271 A.D.2d 777, 706 N.Y.S.2d 647 (3d Dept. 

2000), lv. denied, 95 N.Y.2d 769, 722 N.Y.S.2d 472 (2000); see also Matter of Gonzalvo v. 

Stanford, 153 A.D.3d 1021, 56 N.Y.S.3d 896 (3d Dept. 2017) (rejecting bias claim); Matter of 

Grune v. Board of Parole,41 A.D.3d 1014, 838 N.Y.S.2d 694 (3d Dept. 2007). 

   There is no evidence the Board’s decision was predetermined based upon the instant offense.  

Matter of Gonzalvo v. Stanford, 153 A.D.3d 1021, 56 N.Y.S.3d 896 (3d Dept. 2017); Matter of 

Hakim-Zaki v. New York State Div. of Parole, 29 A.D.3d 1190, 814 N.Y.S.2d 414 (3d Dept. 2006); 

Matter of Guerin v. New York State Div. of Parole, 276 A.D.2d 899, 695 N.Y.S.2d 622 (3d Dept. 

2000).   

   While the Board does not agree that aggravating factors are always necessary to support reliance on 

an incarcerated individual’s crime, Matter of Hamilton, 119 A.D.3d 1268, 990 N.Y.S.2d 714, there 

are multiple aggravating factors present here. 

   The inmate may not review the Board’s weighing process or  assess whether the Board gave 

proper weight to the relevant factors, since it is not required to state each factor it considers, or 

weigh each factor equally or grant parole due to exemplary behavior. Comfort v New York State 

Division of Parole, 68 A.D.3d 1295, 890 N.Y.S.2d 700 (3rd Dept. 2009); Hamilton v New York 

State Division of Parole, 119 A.D.3d 1268, 990 N.Y.S.2d 714 (3d Dept. 2014). The due process 

clause is not violated by the Board’s balancing of the statutory criteria, and which is not to be 

second guessed by the courts. Mathie v Dennison, 2007 WL 2351072 (S.D.N.Y. 2007); 

MacKenzie v Cunningham, 2014 WL 5089395 (S.D.N.Y. 2014). 

   Inasmuch as Appellant now complains about the scope of the interview, the nature and extent of a 

parole interview are solely within the discretion of the Board.  Matter of Briguglio v. New York 

State Bd. of Parole, 24 N.Y.2d 21, 28-29, 298 N.Y.S.2d 704, 710 (1969). 

 

   “‘Arbitrary action is without sound basis in reason and is generally taken without regard to the 

facts’; or, put differently, ‘[r]ationality is what is reviewed under . . . the arbitrary and capricious 

standard.’”  Hamilton v. New York State Division of Parole, 119 A.D.3d 1268, 1270 n.1, 990 

N.Y.S.2d 714, 716 (3d Dept. 2014) (quoting Matter of Pell v. Board of Educ., 34 N.Y.2d 222, 231, 

356 N.Y.S.2d 833, 839 (1974)). 
 

   The petitioner has failed to demonstrate the Board’s decision was not made in accordance with the 

pertinent statutory requirements or was irrational “bordering on impropriety.”  Matter of Silmon v. 

Travis, 95 N.Y.2d 470, 476, 718 N.Y.S.2d 704 (2000) (quoting Matter of Russo v. New York State 

Bd. of Parole, 50 N.Y.2d 69, 427 N.Y.S.2d 982 (1980)). 
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   In the absence of a convincing demonstration that the Board did not consider the statutory 

factors, it must be presumed that the Board fulfilled its duty. Matter of Fuchino v. Herbert, 255 

A.D.2d 914, 914, 680 N.Y.S.2d 389, 390 (4th Dept. 1998); Matter of McLain v. New York State 

Div. of Parole, 204 A.D.2d 456, 611 N.Y.S.2d 629 (2d Dept. 1994); Matter of McKee v. New York 

State Bd. of Parole, 157 A.D.2d 944, 945, 550 N.Y.S.2d 204, 205 (3d Dept. 1990); People ex rel. 

Herbert, 97 A.D.2d 128, 468 N.Y.S.2d 881. 

 

     Appellant’s claim that the Board failed to comply with the 2011 amendments to the Executive 

Law is rejected. Dolan v New York State Board of Parole, 122 A.D.3d 1058, 995 N.Y.S.2d 850 (3d 

Dept. 2014); Tran v Evans, 126 A.D.3d 1196, 3 N.Y.S.3d 633 (3d Dept. 2015); Boccadisi v Stanford, 

133 A.D.3d 1169, 20 N.Y.S.3d 477 (3d Dept. 2015). Furthermore, the 2011 Executive Law 

amendments have been incorporated into the regulations adopted by the Board in 2017. 

   The 2011 amendments to the Executive Law, as well as the state regulations governing parole, do 

not create a legitimate expectancy of release that would give rise to a due process interest in parole. 

Fuller v Evans, 586 Fed. Appx. 825 (2d Cir. 2014) cert.den. 135 S.Ct. 2807, 192 L.Ed2d 851. 
  
   That the prior Parole Board relied upon the COMPAS in it’s decision is irrelevant. There is no 

legal requirement that a second Parole Board panel must follow the recommendation of a prior 

Parole Board panel, nor that the same members should constitute both panels. Flores v New York 

State Board of Parole, 210 A.D.2d 555, 620 N.Y.S.2d 141, 142 (3d Dept 1994). 

   The Board decision identified the low risk scale they were departing from, and gave reasons for 

so doing. Thus, the COMPAS departure was properly done. 

Recommendation:  Affirm. 
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DIN: 95-A-7653 

Appearances: 

Decision appealed: 

Board Member(s) 
who participated: 

Papers considered: 

Appeal 
Control No.: 

Christopher Croshier 95A 7653 
Fishkill Correctional Facility 
t 8 Strack Drive 
P.O. Box 1245 
Beacon, New York 12508 

09-135-21 B 

September 202 1 decision, denying discretionary release and imposing a hold of 24 
months. 

Demosthenes, Berliner, Mitchell 

Appellant's Letter-briefreceived November 15, 2021 

Appeals Unit Review: Statement of the Appeals Unit's Findings and Recommendation 

Records relied upon: Pre-Sentence Investigation Report, Parole Board Report, Interview Transcript, Parole 
Board Release Decision Notice (Form 9026), COMP AS instrument, Offender Case 
Plan. 

Final Determination: The undersigned determine that the decision appealed is hereby: 

/Affirmed _ Vacated, remanded for de novo interview _ Modified to ___ _ 

_ Vacated, remanded for de novo interview _ Modified to ___ _ 

_ Vacated, remanded for de novo interview _ Modified to ___ _ 

Commissioner 

If the Final Determination is at variance with Findings and Recommendation of Appeals Unit, written 
reasons for the Parole Board's determination must be annexed hereto. 

This Final Determination, the related Statement of the Appeals Unit's Findings and the separate findings of 
the .~aroh; Board, if any, were mailed to the Appellant and the Appellant' s Counsel, if any, on 
CJ/f-(:).,/pc'J~ u 

Distribution: Appeals Unit - Appellant - Appellant's Counsel - Inst. Parole File - Central File 
P-2002(B) (11/2018) 
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